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ABSTRACT ‘

L . .peclining school enrollment, the svrplus of qualified
 teachers and the existence of unused school tuildings are .among the

. reasons qiven for advocating public schocl sponsorship of expanded
‘early childhood education and day care. Additionally, the nuaber of
~women who work and need child care services is growing. The -gap
betveen the number of preschoolers ncw receiving service and the _
" pumber whose parents may want it may te 6 ®illicn childrer. Present

. child care centers are largely.inadequate in terss of availability, -
standards, and staff gqualifications. There are today 60 or more

" federal programs that contribute to the funding of early childhood

- .and day care programs. Coordinating ‘efforts of the Office of Child

. Development are weakened by the absence of local adeinistrative
aunthority to organize funding. Federal spending for day care has
- increased significantly but in a pattern calculated to reinforce an -
~ ‘already seqreqated system of services: publiCWday:¢;re for the, poor
. and private nursery schools or child care centers fcr the affluent. -
. "Though Head Start marks the beginning cf a willingness to think about
" day care in terms of. educational programs, the divided’ thinking which
cateqorizes day care as custodial, and preschocl and kindergarten
programs as educational, -still ‘exists. Day care and preschool .
' education should be combined and made universally available to all .
children. The public schools should be the prime spcnsérs cf child
care programs. (Author/RH) B : T

[ o

T I AT T b e o

-

- . : . .. s
\

!!l'*.*******************************#**#t***fi*lﬁ. i**‘!t#i#il!#t**x*tﬁ****

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can b de  =*
* : P ~ from the original document. T %
e e I IR R L L R LA R R R S L S R bt b

Q

L . . ; M .
) . - . - p i . . v . . R
S OCUNENT RESUHR . S oL s
v - . . . . .

a



us, o:uqm:uv OF HEALTH,
EQOUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
€OUCATION \
THIS DOCUMENT HAS, BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS ‘RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR.OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
" SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF.
EDUCAT'ON POSITION OR POLICY

T‘"e Case for uttln

By Eugenla Kemble R " L L B
- Q0 g ,
< ' “PERMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS o . .
. N MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY v NV
s Bmmsu_fdcmhn ’ . o
\ (T8 TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES . o o
O INFORMATION CENTER (ERlC) AND
P USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM.
P L‘ " As Congress rﬁgves to éxpand child-care
Q . -services, schools and teachers stand ready
_ to provide the necessary space, programs, and b
m staff. And unlike the profit-oriented private *
m ' day-care operators, public schools will be /

accountable for the money tl}ey receive. .
.. ! . Loy v AT . o o - . /

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- schoels as a prime spon

(D-Fla.) and Rep. Albert Quie (R-
expressed -interest in expanding early childhood

inn.). They have ;

education programs within th¢ public school sys- =

tem. Otherscanand must be fglind within the House
and Senate. - /

JOB FOR PUBLK scuool.s

The value and legitiny Yacy of using the pubhc
o for early childhood and

‘ day-care programs shofild be clear. Current offer-

ings are far from adeqyfate—either in terms of num-
bers or quality. Exisfing programs are fragmented
and ihcoherent—a Aituation which prevents the

.o

K

formation of a unifiéd constituency to push for more .

- :
- . [

.

I

-and better programs. The facilities we have now do .

not provide encugh in the way of educational pro-
' gram, for are, they qualified to do so. Using the
~ public schools to administer programs undéf the
-new bill would go far toward remedymg all these.
cills.
It is fair and much more democratlc for publlc
money to. be adniinistered throygh public Institu-
tions. This is what makes public schools accounta-

ble for their use of funds. There Is every reason why
all federal funds likewise should be administered by

publlcly accountable bodies. Ce,rtlﬂcatlon require-°
ments and standards for the quality of facilities also
should be set by elected officials or &elr designated
. Agents, Schools are subject to democratic policy-
‘making by elected bodies, unlike private,profit-
making entitles in the day-care business. State and
local agencies should not delegate their public au-
thority and responsibility in the administration of
federal funds to private or unaccountable agencies.
For all these reasons, the American Federation of

Teachers is convinced that the curréntly suggested

legislation must be altered and urges that it be
amended to provide for:

® Anew federal funding commitment reaching $2\ .

billion per year for early chlldhood education and
day care.

@ Universally, avanlable early childhood and day-
car® services offered on a voluntary basis through
the public school system.

o The application of federal standards and pro-
gram-licensing practices to all programs funded,
and the requirement that all local school codes and
laws be followed as well.

® Provision for the retraining of loc&ally llcensed
perso el where necessary.

ulficient earmarking of funds to provide for

_ex,tensme_heahh,_nutmtmu,_cnunselmg“andmhcr._,

necessary support services.

® Staffing ratios of one adult to 10 children for
children six and over; 1:7 for flve-year-old‘z 1:5 for
threes and fours; and 1:2 for infants.

® Provision for the training and use of paraprofes-
sionals. :

Should such a program gain support and eventu-

ally be enacted, day care and early; childhood pro- _ :

graths probably would become endurmg compo-
nents of the American public-school system which,
with the help bf a unified constituency of supporters,
might even be expanded and improved frqm year to
year. .

/
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- In August, 1974, Sen. Walter Mondale
L and Rep. John Brademas (D-Ind.) in
comprehensive child-development bill
Senate and House. It was. reintroduced
rent session of Congress. Their, new prpgram, en-
titled the Child and Fﬁ:ily Services Act of 1975, is
" the latest in a long history of efforts to provide fed-
. eral aid to early childhood education and day,care.

roduced a

. For the most part, such efforts have esulted in
* either small-scale, fragmentary fundinglor in legis- .

*- lation which failed passage or was kill
' dential veto. S , ‘
‘Some $easoned.observers have speculated that:

. the unwillingness or inability of this couhtry.to es-
tablish a comprehensive public program|can be ex-
<, plained by the failure of a powerful unifjed coristi-

by, presi-

- * ‘tuency to emerge from the multiplicity|of groups

(D.-Mirin.)

that now populate the day-care and earlychildhood
field. Others say it is because of the conflicting social : .

- -and political values which surround suc
institutional care vs. home care; private jvs. publi¢
sponsorship; the role of the family—particularly the
mother—in raising children; the identiffcation of
day care with “welfare mothers’ and work incen-

) issues as -

into _the .
in the cur- °

) -

’ \
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¢ reflect these positiens in his New York Times col-

umn, in letters to Representatives and Senators,and " .

in meetings with key legislators. As a result of the .}
- actions of the AFT council and president, the organi- "

.zation now is ‘planning -a major campaign for

- public-school sponsorship of expanded early child--
hood education and day care. S ;

" Barly passage of this kind of 'compreheri.sivé;-._‘

child-care and education program seems warranted '’ ‘

- by the combined impact of a number of;social de-
i ito'rtage of .,

the 1960s has altered radically into the “surplus” of . - °

velopments. To begin with, the teacher s

the seventies as the postwar-baby-boom children of
the fifties have moved through.and out of the’
public-school system, Declining student enrollment

- - is leaving school district after school district across, -

the country with the choice of cutting class size or
firing teachers. The choice most often taken by
budget-minded school, boards is to cut staffs and.
leave classrooms empty. Some forecasters havé es-
timated that by the end of this decade, there will be

wo teachers for every public-schoél job. The result
already is the existence of a large pool of qualified

" -teachers looking for employment alongside avail-..

- tives; and the degrée to which programs for young:
.. thildren should be considered “educational.” - L
* - The American Federation of Teachers has eritered

able but unused classrooms—even entire schools -
.are being closed in some cases. o

this picture with a strong position that is taking the
rest of the day-care community somewhat by sur-

- prise. By defining day care in educational terms, -

- and by relating its expansion to current ¢onditions
in the public schools, the AFT has attémpted to

combine the interests of children with the interests °

of its members. A policy statement p: .
AFT exécutive council in December, 1974 describes
the need for expanded early childhood
-and points to the educational crisis ca
teacher unemployment as a result of the so-called
teacher “surplus,” declining student enrollment,
and underutilization of schools. The resolution pro-

. posed massive new funding reaching $2 billion a’

- “year for expanded day care.and early hildhood.

education to be administered by the public schools.
- Thus, not only does AFT emphasize the needs of
- children, but foresees a program to use vadant class-
-. rooms and employ jobless teachers.

" . " AFT President Albert Shanker has called for

.amendments to the Mondale-Brademas bjll which

Eugenia Kemble chairs _ihe AFT.Task Force o Educa™

“tional Issues.

4

-MORE WORKING WOMEN'

. The second deVelopHent favoring possible expan-
" sion of early childhood programs and day care is the:

growth in the number pf working women who have

children in‘need of -SUChJséx‘,)vices. Whether for - .

reasons of “women'’s lirberation: * or, as has Been ac-
tually shown by a number of studies, the need for a

_ second income, more women are working and con-

sequently need child care and education for their

children. The Womert’s Bureau of the U.S. Dept. of -

Labor estimates, for example, that “nearly 26 mil-

these children were under age six.” ‘“Windows on
Day Care,”” a report by Mary Dublin Keyserling
a?,se'd on findings of the National Council of Jewish

+ lion children under 18 years old had mothers who ..
were working or looking for work in March,.1972.. "
More than 5.5 million of these children were under ;. .
six years old.In 1960, 15.7 million children under18 .’
had working mothers,-and about four million of -

omeén, adds many other groups of children:to its = ..

: estii';nates of those in need of day’care: 2% million )
dren under six whose mothers do not work but . '
are from famil ies in poverty; handicapped children; .

chi
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L c_hildi‘éxi“‘bf “mi ‘therl"W‘hQ are students or are in

work-traihing, p

 Fulfilling ngeds ‘such as thesc-,witl;lzqality‘pro-

_grams_must take Into account rese

‘. ' initellectual and social development. The most not-
.alile dnd fréquently quoted'of these experts is Ben-

o {:min_Blob'm, whose

ok “‘Stability and Change in

uman Characteristics’’ reviewed a number ot lon-

. gitudinal studies and concluded that, “; . . in terms

o and eight, and about 20 percent-between ages eight ;

of intelligence measured at age 17, about'50 percent .

N

| grams; and children/of families
* who simply want\sound, edutdtional day care. "

rch findings
. about the importance of the early years to children’s

of the development takes Place between conception |, ‘

and age four, about 30 percent between ages four

~+and F7.” Bloom’s belief in the devel opmental impor-

« findings should be obvious.;

. -preschoo)

;tance of the early years also is reflected in the work
sof J. McVicker Hunt, Jerome. Bruner,.Keaneth

+Wann, and Jean Piaget. A new interest in thg workof -

- these men began to emerge in the '50s and fully

;'blossomed in the 1960s. The need -to rethink the

/

” traditional custadial role 0f day care in light_’qu“their

\

"+ The inauguration of Head suin with th§ pmase

of the Economic Qpportunity-Act in 1964 marked-

the beginning of a federal recognition -that early

" servites for childen needed to be more than simple
- baby-sitting operations. With Head Start, compen-
satory education became an issue of concern- to.

. day-care providers. Head Start aad,lfs companion
program, Follow ' Through, refle
acknowledgement on the. part.of :Congress. and a
presidential administration that. éarly childhood
" 1 programs should have educational con-
tent. For the first time, the standard view that day

' care was something to,use to get welfare mothers to

etted the first

work, had:to share the public-policy arena’ with a

- riew,. education-oriented peérspective. With Head :

Start and Follow Through came the recognition

that developing quality pres¢hool education for dis- - - |

advantaged children might be a good idéa. -

Up until now, even the strengths of .thgse de- -

velopments have not turned engugh political wheels .

to obtain adequatg programs—even of the tradi-
- tional. custodial type.' William' Pierce, director of

_ policy development.for the Child Welfare League of

" America, has estimated that ‘even though the U.S.

. Dept. of Health, Educatidn, and Welfare claims that

about 1.3 mil,liori‘vi‘:h'ijdren are receiving some sort of
. preschool ‘day care,about 600,000 of these “‘child
care years” are provided under “Title IV-A of the

i P
"y B

S e

“Social’$

T Lo A
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S ' - . T
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" tional compornent in its programs.

- school-aged children. -

' KINDERGARTENS STILL NEEDED. .
. The kindergarten pictute is a little ‘
- still far from adequate. About 2.1 milli

At the time these estimates were made in “1974,.
Plerce also suggested that the number of children

under six of working parents or of parents. who =~
‘would like to work was at least seven million. The .
' gap between those preschoolers getting serviceand -

[

those whose parents may want it comes to an over-

- whelming six million children. And these estimates

do not even take into account the day

needs of

iéhter, but

are enrolled in public kindergarten—65 percent.of .
those eligible. About another ,000 attend private
kindergartens. According to'a ey donein 1972

by the Education Commission’of thé States Early -
-Childhood Project, nine states mandate school dis-

. tricts to offer kindergarten to all who want it.

. is causing state administrations and legislaturésto -
take another look at their support/for kindergarten. . .-

" they speak nothing of the quali

Thirty-seven states have legislation permitting it,
and four have no legislation either mandating or

permitting kindergarten. Although 42 states pro- -
vide some form of state aid. to kindergartens, the :

&~

dren

ecurity Act. The number of those getting -

- a{\yt Ing more than custodial service is probably .
closer to 250,000. Another half million are enrolled’ -

-in Head Start, which does incorporate’some educa-

amount varies widely—from as' much as 75 percent -~

in Oklahoma to 9 percent-in New Mexico. And even
in many of these states, the curtent economic crunch:

So, the subsidies we now see may be cut shortly,
As discouraging as these’ statistics are already,

" In 1972, the National Council of Jéewish Women pub-

lished a comprehensive Survey of 431 proprietary

{for-profit) and nonprofit day-care centers which its
members visited throughout the country (including " -
Head Start centers, but excluding public kindergar- - -
tens). What they found amounted to a devastating -

indictment of the quality.of care offered, through the -
use of 'a scale of judgments. termed “superior,”
““good,” “fair,” or ‘poor.” In arriving at these judg-
ments—which ‘the Council says.are necessarily

somewhat impressionistic—its. member-surveyors . -
_considered such characteristics as the size of ‘the’
‘cénter, the buildings in which centers were housed, . -

the degree of integration, qualifications of the staff, .
child-adult, ratios, staff salaries, paréntal involve-

L . - a
[y Lo .
e
s .. "

of services offered. . |



ment, trnnsportation, the educational pro am,’ .

' supportive services; and- -equipment and facilities.
_ The ju

Tuirements and. those suggested by the Child
_ fare League. |
. The "Council’s .réport “Windows on: Day Care

"~ _concluded that private, pro(it-making centers pro- .-
L vided the ‘'worst. quality care:

. about half of the proprietary centers visited
" were. regarded as’poor’ with respect to the quality of

" service rendered. Somewhat more than one-third
All of the centers in this -

-were regarded as “fair.’
category provided cgre that was essentially custo-

. _provided what is now generally regarded as com-
- prehensive, qualit care from the educational
and developmental poi t of View, Fewer than half of
the centers in this ‘god’ group had an adult-child
ratio regarded as the minimum necessary to meet
Child Welfare League Staridards. Only one could
_have met Federal Intex: ency Day Care Requxre—
ments in this regard . . . ,

Only one center quali ed for the "superlor"- de-
signation.

. gments also take intg account the standards |
| _'provxded for in the Federal Interagency Ddy Care

_.dial. Even among the 15 percent of the-proprietary:—--
"centers’in the ‘good’ category, only a few of them

. requjre that he-or sh

. profit-makers, thoug\l even thése were not as' good"

.-as they could have been. ' 3

Councll members attributed the low _quality to

lnad uate state-licensing provisions and staff
ifications, among other things. Althoughallbut -

two states require that day-care centers be licensed,

. many states exempt from this requirement those
centers which are federally operated or regulated,
centers operated by private or parochial schools,
~those run by religious ,organizations, a d those
which are primarily educational. Even where
- licensing laws are applied, few of them provide for .
":.-?. quallﬂcatlom, “Wirdows on Day Care’ re-

“In fact, a rnaJonty of states have no educational
* training ' requifements for ‘day-care-center

, teachers,Only 17 specify that the teacher must have
some;college educatlon or its equivalent; nine that
the teacher bé a high.school graduate. The remain- -

5 ing states have no specifications. Even in the case of
center directors,. only about ‘one-half of the states

have some college education
or its equwalent a féw specify that the gompletion

. .of high school is necessary, and the ning states

. haye no training requirements,
-« Sincethe Federal lnteragen y: Day Care Require;

Nonprofit centers, mcludmg publlCl supported. 2N

.Head Start centers, fared somewhat better, Over
- half of these centets qualified as “faxr and only 1.4
percent were categorized as ‘‘poor.” Clearly™.the

nonprofit centers were of better quallty than the . -

ments defer to the states in the licgmsing of cente
and staff, there is very little to encoura the use f
quality staff and program. To this g picture,
council report adds the observation, 'The fact thata

fe L How Good Are Present Day-Can COntoro? - ..

center is licensed does not insure the cont7l§d\
: - s .

i
/

1 ™me following table is taken from’ WIndows on Day Care,” by Mary Dublin Keyserilng. a report based on findings of the National Councll of chlsh -
Women, 1972, p. 120 It shows the number and percent distribution of nonprofit and proprietary centers by impression’. of qualty ofcare. ’
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" Non-Profit Centdrs by Auspices {

AY

v . - ... Pan‘Public S  Proprietary .
Impression Head Start © Other Pubiic ,Phllanlhropic Part Philan. Hospital .+ * Other Total - centers ot
of Care' - No. % No. % No.\ %o No. % _No. % No. % 'No. % 0, %
Superior . . 5 109 4 .83 8 88. 6 80 2 187 3 07 28/ 93" 1 1.0
Good' 15 326 15 312 23 338 21 280 4 333 1 32 79 282 15 145
Fair 22 478 28 542 30 441.44. 587 4 333 17 548 143 511 38 350
Poor | e 4 87 '3 83 9 133 .4. 53 2 187 10° 323 32 ‘114 / 51 495

Tém -\ 48 1000 48 1000 68 1000 .75 1000 121000 31 1000 280. 1000 103 1000 | .
Information ,.1 - L 4 -1 ‘ _7 . 24 . 24

’brprmbno'mhbuodommonuchlmuamlt-ehudmﬂoa slzeotgroup. uvvleosropomdtobom
4 parental participatiors, hours puﬂdpnnm

opon observations of council survey

5 Pl

paid. information on raining,

cationt-program, space, equipment, lndoﬂwrr-:gtpmo'm



" maintenance  of the prescribed standards., Most
" Hcensing offices are too understaffed to be able to * .

monitor the centers they have approved.”

) POOR QUALITY DAY CARE
.. *Amore recent report published by HEW confirms
.. this. unhappy picture. The “Review of Child Care .
. Services Proyided Under Title IV, Social Security
“ .. Act” found that of 552 centers and private homes in *
" 'nine states, funded under Title IV of the Social Se-
. eurity Act to provide day care, 425 did not meet .
minimum _health and safety raquirements. More -
- than a third did not meet child-staff-ratio require- 4
' menits. Among the conditions noted were: poisons
. and medications stored in places accessible to chil:
dren; inadequate kitchen facilities, fireproofing and " -
~ outdoor play areas; and broken rusting equipment.
. One of the conclusions of this report points to the
" ‘problem of fragmentation that plagues the entire
- day-care and early childhood field. Authors of the
. Treport suggest that one of the reasons for poor ad-
“ministration of this program is the confusion over
which agency directs its difference aspects—the So- -
.cial and Rehabilitation Serviceor the Office of Child
.. Development. Multiplied many times over, this kind
.__of explanation of inadequacy pervades the field and
- accounts for many of the shortcomings. It may even .
« explain why obtaining a comprehensive program

with comprehensive standards has eluded the most ‘PGSSIV-G, ’ N y
ardent day-care and early childhood advocates. . ; . y
The picture which ‘nt{w exists is loaded with , i8|nmd group
ironies and contradictipns. On the one hand are a ““The surroundings were certainly bare and
. wholelistof powerful so 131 .cml:"m;tf:;ef polnting . 4. enging. During 8tl.le hour I was thye're the children

o cxpanded dey care and coly childhopd ey o\t TV oot pasive dlnteresed

of research showing the importance-of |the early grg'l;.l')‘e cen{é‘rzaso erated to enable women inthe
. years to intellectual development; and an extremely eighborhood to seelrflobs or job traintng. It is - .

usable pool of qualified teachers and empty class. - questionable if the mothers avail themselves of the .

rooms. On the other are the woeful ihadequacies of
early childliood and day-care servicés in terms of -
availability, standards, and staff qualifications. It
would not/seem to be an overwhelming intellectual
task for spcial engineers and groups at interest to fit -
.- these tw¢'sets of conditions together. But it has not |
. The reasons probably have something to "
do. witll the structure of the early childhood and

-~ opportunity. It is difficult to determine to whom the
_day-care personnel are responsible. Are they =
* " fulfilling their obligations to the childrenand how s
the money being allocated? .
. “The women appeared kind and eager for
professional help. One wonders why some kind of
«professtonal guidance is not involved. Are
. Government funds being well spent?”

day field—the fallure of a unified'constituency _ i ; : [
‘to develop—and the organization of both the federal —Comments made by a visitor to an unlicensed,

legislption subsidizing such programs and the fed- nonprofit day-care certer located ina church in the
eral /bureaucracies which administer these sub- " midwest (from “Windows on Day Care”’) o

s The picure can bedeselbed at best s e .
tie, AR AR ¢ — : -

” . ) . . ) B .'
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, => PROGRAMS OVERLAP =~ [—— ' o
. Anyone/ trying to ligure out what Sin . i CHART A
early childhood education and d:;iz,%‘ji?gd‘;'} i - U — <
L immediately impressed with the confusion of over-¥ . Major Sources of T
_ ‘lappinf federal legislation, of state-federal jurisdic- ° ~ Federal Funding for Day Care o
tiqnal ines, a".d Pf qonﬂiFtinl.COnstituency‘ inter- — i . : T
ests—often of an eéxtremely petty and parochial na- . ‘ .
ture. There are today some 60 or more federal pro- - s . BOCIAL SECURITY ACT

| .
)

L

g &rams that contribute to the fundifg of early child- - Program : . A , ’
hood and day-care programs, The wgome a's ’éureau . | Ald to Dependent Children: sdm'"""""' Agenoy
. of the U.S. Departnient of men _ + | grants-in. Soclal and Rehabilitation
J.S. Depar of Labor has listed them all n-aid to state public: Service (HEW)
exhaustively in a 90-Page pamphlet called “Federal ~wellare agencles for dsy.care - . A S |
Funds for Day- Care Projects.” TR P Work Incentive Program: job ' e
lay rojects.” The dminis- 1 Sociaj and RehabHita|
tered by everything from the unlikel yDare _at dentof 'Larlnlna and day-care services  Service (HEW) ?n
Agricufture and Small Business Ac{mi(:)li):t!;atibn to v Ch wellare reciplents ' , ‘
the more obvious divisions of HEW—the Office of Ghild Waltare Sarvice day-care . Social and Rehablilation
~ Child Development, the Social and Rehabilitation’ d°mohat'r:rtforr‘1 r:)go?:cta : Service (HEW)
~S:; VicE, and the Office of Education.-The largest. - : L A :
share of day care and early childhood .education - [ ECONOMIC GPRORTUNITY AGT -,
ds co der the legislative < . OMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT -,
n me un egislative authorities of the - | H6ad Siart: day careplus - - ; -
Social Security Act, the Economic Opportunity/Act, = educational and other services - Oftice of Child Deyelop-
the Elementary and Secondary E dulc)gal;}:lx "t)"an Yt | paronta d;h”d e o8 - ment (HEW) °
the Manpower D_eVCIOpment and Training Aft .’(See t.’°"‘I)I‘Qh"analv¢9 services to . 3’::;6 of Chll¢ Develop-
Chart A for.a sqh"‘lma;y breakdown of the main pro- .Childeen under three " (HEW) -
ams these acts authorize and th encies Migrant end Seasonal Farm 'c ‘ ;
~—which-administer-them)—— . iff_deff_l‘_@‘f_‘iﬁ' } »Wlorkora: day-care services to Agr':l'::‘ar:]rzl? H‘:E,\;I)"
_ Not surpris;ngly, the various groups pressing for migrant farm famiiles S A
" expansion of jall these programs mirror the pro- e ‘ S
) gr:ims and leéisl“":"_and with equal complexity | Tie EMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT -
and confusion. Each group has jtg ¢ 4 . , ! public-school preschool”’ & '
: group has its own axe to grind, | Programg; may coordinate with (p:g&e) of Eduj'"on' )

Head Start or AFDC toadd

often at the expense of the larger picture. As long as"
4 : educational component

g :E;y dfa{)lbm °°';‘f rfse(;‘d the structural failure of,
: riobbying effdrts, day care an hildhood: Migtent program: education of | -
services probably Will continue todb?:ge‘;alted toa - mlgramjc{,ﬁg::z: education of &'23\3 of Education

< legislative back seat. - Follow T, S .
‘- Among the moré powerful of the groups at In- °¢Ucatlo'r:ra‘:.u g:él't%'.'::du:oclal 8.;"'“ of Education
terest are the AFL-CIO and the teachegr? ol:'ganlza- _ :':’V'cea 1o chlldren completing : C
tions. Offthe teachel'q, the American Federation of éd Stert . o ST .
Teachers\s speaking on this particular issue with a R e o
louder voice—partly because the National Educa: 'MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ACT: -
tion Association suffers from some ' ' Concentrated Employment . Py R
: ; _ of the'same or- . Program; me Sponsor
ganizational fragmentation as the day-care fleld. faogram: day-care aenicesto: -
. Chart B offers a glimpse: of the organizatiOHal New Car emp. :V o arvices. L _
maze surrounding €arly childhood education and |0 those aining. ’,’of'j?b: rvices.  Manpower Administration
_day care. In an excellent essay found in Pamela Neighbar 2 ) . »
Roby's useful book “Child Care—_Who Cares?,” Vir- ! ‘“amm:;ﬁ?%c;lL«ﬁ::‘ha(;orps. . gﬂnpower Administration, {
{diaKerr comments perceptively on the meaning day-carp aides— - ureau ot Work Training. |
™ ~°€‘thi3 situation: - . ¥ ) j . —— . D : .
_'"... day care continues tosuffer a5 an institutionin - [ -Sources; - R— — ~
search jable i . : e ! |'Federally sf°"'°’°d Child Care,'" by Steyanne Auerbach
of a reliable professional constituency: ORe | ©  oooker 1575, and "Day G Facka.” Wamen's Bureas. -

does not have to go far even thay to find a social U.S. Departmept of Labor, 1973,

. . \v ) ‘v‘_ 9 ) ' / | -».‘.'.’

l
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e o .- . worker or an early chil - educator who wifl .
: o St - ‘. comment on the 1reed for e and better day care, .
; . o ‘ - and at the same time deprecate the use of day care -,
Ny e e ST by women who do not have to workglifithoutsucha -
CN—— ’ ‘ . . congtituency, the success of efforté§iflobby for ex- -
Lo e ' . .pansion.of day care at Idtal, state, and federal levels -
- L e e ,is contingeng on the ability.of its'advocates to effect .
Lot ST *. " . working coalitions among professionals and agen-
. L e e * cies competing for control ofp!ogrqms and among . "
B . ga. . community and socjal-reform gtoups: who often -, -
SR "balk at any signs of compromise to their particilar-
L, philosophies of cage . ..'" - = '—**"-jfr_'_“f*—«l;i‘._'%
: “But Keir and others fail to take suchobarvations’ " .
- one step further: If the legislation sponsoring day * -
" careand early childhood education wasinone piece -
‘and provided a comprehensive program admins-.
 tered by'a single agency and & single presumed *
_prime'sponsor at the state and local level, would not
 this facilitate go.1|§|qn.bngldln¢ among teschers '
" ' andathér day-caie advocate tofurther expand fed-
' eral support—gupport which ‘might " eventually
" create the scope and variation In quality programs
_ that all child advocates want? - K T
" Thecreation of the Office o Child Devélopmentin . . -
A 1970 for the purpose of cbordinating children's pro- +* -
.~ grams representeg.an unsuccessful gesture at mak-
- ing order,aut of chaos. To.begin with, it.could not
- even adminfster. al] the programs. The basic prob-
L " lems of fragmented legislative authority backed up
' ' By a fragmepted constituen remained to plague
- its efforts. And there was no-administrative author-
" ity locally—such as the public-schoo] system—to tie
. all of the funding strands together. ' ' -

e

o

T en umedy ‘Prime sponsor mearfa that ., - .
pubiic-ach agencies would adminiviy " -
- the esrly childhood eduoation programs .-
provided thet (2) they mept the bill's stand-
. ards, and (b) they wish to do so. ]

,
;
- Al .4 ’ . . N
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. DAY CARE IN DISARRAY ., The identification of day care as esgentially a baby-
There are also serious substantive reasons Why . sitting operation has a long history extencﬁng back

the day-care and early childhood field is in.such .  totheearly partof the 19th century in this country-

disarray—~reasons that’have 1o be thrashed out be- Its most dramatic and telling expansign in recent

... . foré areal child-advocacy coaljtionkan be built. Itis - history came jux‘ing World War |1, when federal
. not enough to simply suggest that everyone get to- financing under  the Lanham, or Community
*»"  gether. There are disagreements related to the pur- - Facilities Act, was freed for use in funding child-care -

- “pose and the quality of programs that are Worth ' - Centers. Forty-seven states established a total of

+  exposing and arguing about, . 7 3,102 centers serving 600,000 children. When tHe

" Tobegin with, the idea that day care:should—or war was over, federal funding ended and the centers

_even could—be educationa] jg relatively new, and is. . closed down everywhere but in Caljfornia and New

" by no means universally accepted. Even those who " York City. (Interestingly encugh, Virginia Kerr at-.
recognize the potential of thci:!i)dia'm:; have vested tl‘fbuﬁs the c¢ontinued public funding of day care.in
+ interests in cheaper, custodial varieties of day care. inifornia and New York City to the existence of .
o S not " would find a place o nep the extra eight childién

“enrolled but not present. The odor was noxious s -
~  onechild had gone to the bathroom in her sleep ant
it hadnotbeenclesnedup,” = i< T
“The kitchen was tiny with dishes stacked up on
top of one another. The bathroom had the tile oﬁ‘.ghg
_ ‘wall and the black tar was exposed. It had only oné  -;
. *  sink,one tollet, and an old bathtub, )
s, - Thie funding and budget is non. .
' existent. All the money is handled through the

. ‘. ) e . ) chmh- ° : . ’
‘ = . b . v ’ ‘“We were tﬂld .hey were bul!dlng anew buﬂdln‘
J i ! ¥ T but that it will not be ready this year and possibly
| ] ! next.We déubt if even new facilitjes would help*

& without adding trained, adequate personnel, There
is no kindergarten program here (le.,inthe i
' reporter's city), though they have gome 5-year olds
' and ‘try’ to give them something ‘extra.’

: , o . : ““The only goo idea we heard here was that
_ BN , B | o parents with early shifts are allowed to leave all
: T e . « their children n‘t‘ thf c::ll::l' and the other.chlldnﬁhﬁ o
L % - o are driven to school at the proper time. They wi
ovemqued, fithy, . _ alsopick up brothers andsisters of enrolled ehildren °
depresslng v e +  andkeep tzem at the center until someone from the
. “The center is housed in a ghack in poor repair. It family picks them up. Thiseliminates ‘latch:key’ . ¢
. was overcrowded, filthy, and depressing. It was children.” . : S
. very small for the number of children. Two of us - mments made by a ¥isitor to an unlicensed, .
- arrived at mﬂ;f:}me and one tiny room was ‘nojiprofit day-care center located in a southern
completely filled with cots which were rightup , cHurch. Although the center was categorized as .
' against one another. There were 22 childrenin . . “Qon-profit,” staff said that the church was making

. attendance that day. I haye no ideéa where t.hey

1

-a piyfiton it (from "Windqws_gnpay Care’’)
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o powerful, unifqud‘y-care constituenclesg there))

‘What is interesting about tHe Lanham episode is
the way it defined day care in terms that persist
_right up untjl todsY: The centers were creatéd sim-

on more ‘'liberated lives, DAY Care was'regarded as

‘: nothing moye thaf & custodi®l operation that ena-

bled womep, to WOrk (woen who—iy was still

children who—it Was still felt—needed their undi- -

vided attentjon). . v
* The postyar pefiod -marked by strong senti-
ment againg; mothe orking, reinforced by the
ks as J9hn Bowlby's ‘Mater-
nal Care and Mental Health: -which argyed that a

continuous warm'fe‘lationship with the mother' was .

essential to a child’s ments! health, Day care and®
preschool— what ittle there ‘.Nfls'ovf it—were asun-
popular and as o4t of tun¢ With pervading social
views a8 the workin& mothers Who needed them, not

“DAY CARE FOR THE POOR
e Working, and therefore day care, were vie-
wed”’as negativ? interfereNces with a healthy.
mother-child relatlonship th¢n, curiously, the ob-
verse situagjon al5© came 10 b‘? regarded as true. If
the . mother_child relationshiP whs “‘yphealthy,”

either for reasons ©F'poverty or family preakdown,

then- day care was thought to be aCCepmb]ee—.—it
could even pe used as a means of allowing welfare
mothers to get out Of the hoUSe and work; A double
“standard wgs beilg appl'ied. of course—middle-
class mothers should be heme with their children;
the reasoning went: bug poof Mothers should get out

and work, particul&rl‘y if they are on public wel-

ply because mothe’s néqded to°get out and work to,
serve the defense/n©eds of the Country—nog because
¢hildren were thou8ht to need the enriching experi-.
ence of preschool ¥ becaus¢ Worden were insisting -

felt—more appropfiately belonged in the home with

7/t0 mention the ma"y childré™ Who might have bene- |
" “fitted from good @Aly childhood programs.

-

L]

-

9.

fare—but the defitition of d3Y care as an essentially .

custodial oPe,r,a.tio“‘remaiﬂed the game; Such no-

tions exist even t2day. TheY. are behind the Work

sadticentive PrograM funded by ‘the Socia] Security

"Act, for example., . : .
Even'in the 1960s, when the work of Bloom and

others begap topoint to the CFucial importance of a

child’s ear]ly exp€Tience to Nis or her intellectual

. development, da)’ Care Cd[}t!nued to be regarded in- !

<ustodial tegrns. This-is psrtly true, no doubt, be-
. cause the first m’gjor,bfeakﬁhrough u?e’-deral fund-
ing for day care 5ln?Q\e, the.Lanha.m days came 1n the

.  CHARTB , - ' '~
Organiaations involved In Day Care and
~+ Early-Childhood Education

o o
|In addition to the AFT, key organkationa in winning pas- -

-} council of Ghl~'8|’lloraohooLom‘;{‘r-‘.—_,}V;_ -
o S ) ,

‘| Atide from thess, ‘thare are a number of major organiza-

‘| which'are listed below: .

"Amerlcan Academy of Pediatrics -

" | American Home Econoics Asseoiation {AHER) *

Day Care .mshuw“‘lép’wm Counail of Athdrlca. Ing,,
v + Ll . .

| National Gongress of Parents and Teachers (PTA) .7

sage of législation eatabiishing. esrly childhood education . |
within the pabilc echools will be: ot
AFL-CIO > .

American AssocHtion.of School Administrators ' T |

Natlonal Schoo! Boards Asecolati

tiéns Invqlved In duy_ oare and: early ohildhood educated

American Assoclation for Elementary-Kindergarten-Nuraery
Educators ' 9

B’ Y
Assoclatlon for Chlldhood'Education Internationa), (ACEI) |, - /] q
Black' Child Development Institute ST o '
Chlid Welfare Lnr.luo of Amerlca - U
Chlldren's Defense' Fund ' - b ) R
Chlld Development Assogiate ,onuortlum_“cDA) <
Council for Exceépliongal-Children N o
Day Care Alliance of Natfbnal Council of Organizations

for Children and-Youth T

(DCGDCA) A o -
Early Childhood Education Task Forcs of Education'
Commission of the States D
National Assoclation for Child Development and Educetion
National Association for the Education of Youn@#Children
(NAEYQ) -. S T :
Natlonal Assoclation of 8tate Directors of Child Development

Natlonal Coundll of Jewish Women' - s
National Education*Assoclation. .
Otfice of Child Development (OCD) oo
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW)

)

o

form of déy ‘care for welfare recipients u_n"de'rv an..
amendment to the Social Security Act in 1962.(Un- .

- derneath all the current debates about.quality day

care, there' seems to exist an assumption that-the
children of weélfare. mothers do not.deserve . very

. much. Curiously, many organizationssin early

19.

childhood and day care which claim to speak for the

* pooridre doing their best to keep costs and standards -

down.) The Bloom?type theories seemed reasenable )

‘to many parents and they enrolled their children in’

preschool programs. But day care remained in a
category by itself. Virginja K_ery comments-on this

X
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Committees with ECE Jurlsdictioh .

These are the members of Congress who are on the key
committees that will deal with early childhoad legisiation.

AFT's legisiative d_opartmont suggests that AFT members
- | communicate with them o encourage support of the union’s
that federal child-care services are bfought under. the
R wmdpdmoapomouhb ‘of the public schools.
Houee Suboommmn on Select Eduentlon Prognm-
Danocm
Lioyd Meeds (Wash.) . (\
. | Shirley Chishoim (N.Y.). :
Wiliam Lehman (Fla.) -
Robert Cornell (Wisc. '
Edward Beard (R.!))
Miller (Cal.)
Tim Hall (1)
Ropublcans
‘Alphonzo Belt (Cal.)
James Jeffords (VL)
Larry Pressler (S. Dak.) .
| Senate Subcommittee on Chitdren and Youth:
Demacrats: '
Jennings Randolph (W.Va.)
Harrison Wiliams (N.J.)
Edward Kennedy (Mass.)
Gaylord Nelson (Wisc.)
Witkam Hathaway (Maine)
Republicans:
Robert Stafford (V1.) ’
J. Glenn Beall (Md.)

for amending the Mondale-Brademas bli!, to Insure
Johh BM.mu—Chalrperson (Ind.)”
Leo Zetferetti (N.Y.) . .
Peter Peyser (N.Y.) ’
Walter Mondale—Chairperson (Minn.)
| Alan Cranston (Cal.)
Paul Laxalt (Nev.)

commlttdes and all full committee members are as foliows:

" Michael Blouin (lowa) -

T adaiTon; the chalperson and ranking merber of the full - Richard Schwetker (Pac)— = =~

House:

‘Chalrperson—Cart D. Perkins (D.-Ky.)
Ranking Representatlve-—Alben Qule (R-Minn.)

Members of thé full committee who do not serve on tho
lnboommltm . .

Domocrats :

Frank Thompson (N. J. )

Dominick Daniels (N.J.)

- John Dent (Pa.)

James O'Hara (Mich.)

Augustus Hawkins (Cal.)

Wilkam Ford (Mich.)

Philip Burton (Cal.)

Joseph Gaydos (Pa.) .
William Clay (Mo.) : '
Mario Blaggi (N.Y.) LT
Ike Andrews (N.C.)

Jaime Benitez (P.R.) .
Theodore Risenhoover (Oklg. ) "
Ronald Mottl (Ohio)-

Paul Simon (1il.)
Republicans: . . Yy

John Ashbrook (Ohio) \\ *r

John Erlenbom (lll.)

Marvin Esch (Mich.)

Edwin Eshleman (Pa.)
Ronald Sarasin (Conn.)
Virginia Smith (Neb.)

John Buchanan (Ala.)
Wiliam Goodling (Pa)) = >

Senate full committee momben not on -ubcommmoo

Democrats: -
Claibome Pell (R.I. )

Thomas Eagleton (Mo.)

Republlcans

Jacob Javits (N.Y. )

Robert Taft (Ohio)

phenomenon as it emerged in the resolutions passed
by the 1960 White House Conference on Children
and Youth:
"The resolutions reflected the tradition of regard-
ing the nursery school as a positive experience and
* day care as an unpleasant necessity and highlighted
the ambivalence that accompanied attempts to
*merge the two services. In spite of the economic

13

e'gahtanamsm in the nursery-school recommenda-
tion, nurseries were clearly conceived -as the only
suitable type of service for upper-middle-income
families, while- their relative, day care, was en-
dorsed with caution. Throughout the 1960s, federal

spending for day care increased significantly but in

a pattern calculated to reinforce an already segre-
gated system of services—public day care for the



poer, privaie nursery si;i;ools or child-care centers office within HEW. It would have incorpdrat,ed_‘

for the affluent, and potluck for those families'who _ existirfg programs like Head Start and added a wide
- fell in neither category. * - " range of other services. These services woulgi have -
: S L) ‘ L, : - been universally available to children. of working
- HEAD START BEGINS - and nonworking ‘mothers alike from all socio-eco-
~ The one apparent exception to this pattern was nomic strata.In doing this, the bill was acknowledg- .
Head Start, funded by the Elementary.and Second- ing implicitly the value of'quality day care'as an
-—ary Education Act in'1965. Head Start was created . educational experiencé for all children—not just
. -at'a unique time when the ideas of the early'child- those. who were the offspring of career women or =~
hood theorists were beginning to catch on and when whosé mothers were being prodded into working by
-the nation was Willing to define special funding for =~ the welfare system. This program—found in the
. the poor in educational terms. Though Head Start child-development title of the Economic Opportun-.
‘marks the beginning of a willingness to think about ity Act (EOA)—was vetoed by President Nixon
day care in terms of educational programs, the di- partlyon the grounds thatit had “family-weakening.
vided thinking which categorizes day care as custo- implications.” : :
dial, and preschool and kindergarten programs as Even while Nixon was vetoing the EOA's child-
‘educational still exists. : : development provisions out of concern for family
Perhaps the custodial and educational strands in solidarity, his administsation was guiding the Fam-
the thinking of early childhood and day-care advo- ily Assistance Plan through Congress. This plan pro-
cates were brought closer together during consider- * vided day-care specifically to poor mothers and of- .
ation. of the Comprehensive Child Development ‘fered tax deductions to families when both parents
Program in1971. . oo were employed. Apparently the “family-weakening
This bill would have provided for a-nationally implications” of day care for the poor were perfectly
coordinated network of child-development -pro- acceptable in this legislation. Inr taking these steps
- grams linked to federal resources through a single on these two bills, the administration was reenforc-
. . R . ing the entrenched notion that day care is a cheap °

custodial operation for the poor and not to be con- 3
fused with education. B )

UNIVERSAL CHILD CARE NEEDED .
The time has come for day care and préschcol

-education to be combined and made universally ay-
ailable to all children. Women want it; research
supports enriched early learning experiences for
children; and the public schools, with the help of -
federal funding, now can offer. the facilities and

staff to make them a reality.'Teachers are the most
—-loglical group to lead this fight as the core of a poten-

tially unified early childhdod constituency because
_they are organized and because they are connected
" to every public-schoo! system in the country.
Unfortunately, this is a bad tjme for teachers to be
urging a major expansion of public-school services.
The public schools are under agack from a whole
spectrum of critics, ranging from, the “‘new left”
deschoolers who claim that schools are like prisons
and teachers are insensitive, to the more conserva-
tive budget-cutters who prefer to hang their hats on
performance-oriented accountability plans and in- .
dustrial models like Programming, Planning, and
. Budgeting Systems (PPBS) or performance con-

14
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‘More e
- teachers needed’

. “More experienced teachers needed. Comlderlng

J;p between salaries of elementary school

rs and day-care teachers, the problem is how
to get good re teachers."”

*The main problem is Inck of funds. The director
wants to hire more help. He wanu to pay them
more.”

—~From an interview with the dlrector of a publicly
financed day-care center (from‘”Windows on Day
Caren) )

tracting. In between are the voucher advocates and

-‘even the career-educationig‘ts some of whom would

like to turn as much of secéndary education as-pos-
‘sible over to private business.

-Many of the groups now active in the early child-
hood and day-care field are sympathetic to one or
the other of these camps and can be expected to
oppose the AFT’s support of public schools as pre-
-sumed prime sponsors of programs funded under
the new Child and Family Services Act. Already
" vocal in their opposition are such persons as Theo-
dore Taylor, executive director of the Day Care and
Child Development Council of America, Inc.; Jule
Sugarman, chief administrative officer for the city
of Atlanta and former acting chief of the old Chil-
dren’s Bureau; and Marion Wright Edelman, direc-
tor ®of .the Children's ‘Defense Fund of the
Washington Research Project Action Council. The

;..Nauand_Assoaauon.fon_Chxld_Developmenn_and

Education, which lobbies in behalf of profit-making

"day care, wxll probably join them, if it hasn't al*
ready..

In fact, virtually every group now involved in
some aspect of federally funded preschool and day
care—mtludmg the relevant offices .in the various
federal agencies that now administer those pro-
grams in be expected-to have some interest in the
status quoand will probably criticize the AFT's pos-
ition. Soine Head Start directors and parents have
recently questioned it, for example, preferring di-
‘rection by local community-based boards and pa-
rent committees to public-school administration.

. " . v .

Undoubtedly, the -Child Development Associate
Consortium, a group funded by the Office of Child
Development to come up with “competéncy-based”
definitions of early childhoeod and day-care profes-
sional qualifications, will have some problems with
the certification and licensing standards of most

school systems (see Chart C for its thinking on thlSA L

subject as of December, 1974).

Despite these obstacles, the argument for public-
school presumed prime sponsorship must be made.
There are some hﬁely allies on the scene, including

U.S. Commissioner of Education Terrell Bell and .

Sen. Dale Bumpers (D-Ark.), Rep. William Ld\hman

CHARTC. \[‘

Board Action Regarding Ellgibility Requirements
for the CDA Credential Application (Excerpt
from minutes of the board of directors of th
Child Devslopment Assoclate Comortlum,
Dec. 7,1874) "

Eligiblilty Requirements

Board Actlon :
Presented In Form of Motlons - ’

J should be made for translation

>

1. For the purpos.é of assess- Passed—unanimous.
ment, proof of access to a .
chlld-development center. - :

2. Minlmum age of 16 years. Passed—unanimous.

3. Evidence of formal or informal -Passed—unanimous.
child-development/&arly. - o
childhood education training. N \

4. Not less than 12 moriths full-  Defer action for further \
time experience working with’  stugy by staff and *
young children in a state- * committee. -

" approved center.

5. No conviction of any offense Approve inélusion of b
related to child abuse. ~ conceptin eltglblllty
PSR CO SU—— T 1111 1T RV
. clarification brought to
bogrd for final decision
on wording. ' -

Voted to delete from
eligibility requirements. |,

Voted not be included
as an eligibitity require-
ment but supported as a
separatepolicy declision.
. That In the near future -
~ - provisions shouid be

made for translation of

. all CDAC materials into
needed languages. '

6. Abllity to read and write
English.

In'the near future, provision

of all CDAC materiais-into \
needed languages.

l5 | .
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- schools as a prime spon

(D-Fla.) and Rep. Albert Quie (R-
expressed -interest in expanding early childhood

inn.). They have ;

education programs within th¢ public school sys-

tem. Otherscanand must be fglind within the House
and Senate. -

JOB FOR PUBL scuool.s

The value and legitimfcy of using the publlc
or for early childhood and

‘ day-care programs shodlld be clear. Current offer-

ings are far from adeqyfate—either in terms of num-
bers or quality. Exisfing programs are fragmented
and ihcoherent—a Aituation which prevents the

.o

formation of a unifiéd constituency to push for more .

w :
- . [

.

K

I

-and better programs. The facilities we have now do .

not provide encugh in the way of educational pro-
' gram, for are, they qualified to do so. Using the
~ public schools to administer programs undéf the
-new bill would go far toward remedymg all these.
ills.

It is fair and much more democratlc for publlc

" money to. be admiinistered throygh public institu-

tions. This is what makes public schools accounta-
ble for their use of funds. There Is every reason why

all federal funds likewise should be administered by -

publlcly accountable bodies. Ce,rtlﬂcatlon require-°
ments and standards for the quality of facilities also
should be set by elected officials or &elr designated
. Agents, Schools are subject to democratic policy-
‘making by elected bodies, unlike private,profit-
making entitles in the day-care business. State and
local agencies should not delegate their public au-
thority and responsibility in the administration of
federal funds to private or unaccountable agencies.
For all these reasons, the American Federation of

Teachers is convinced that the curréntly suggested

legislation must be altered and urges that it be
amended to provide for:

® Anew federal fundingcommitment reaching $2
billion per year for early chlldhood education and
day care.

@ Universally, avanlable early childhood and day-
car® services offered on a voluntary basis through
the public school system.

@ The application of federal standards and pro-
gram-licensing practices to all programs funded,
and the requirement that all local school codes and
laws be followed as well.

® Provision for the retraining of loc&ally llcensed
perso el where necessary.

ulficient earmarking of funds to provide for

_ex,tensme_heahh,_nutmtmu,_cnunselmg“andmhcr._,

necessary support services.

® Staffing ratios of one adult to 10 children for
children six and over; 1:7 for flve-year-old‘z 1:5 for
threes and fours; and 1:2 for infants.

® Provision for the training and use of paraprofes-
sionals. :

Should such a program gain support and eventu-

ally be enacted, day care and early; childhood pro- _ .-

graths probably would become endurmg compo-
nents of the American public-school system which,
with the help bf a unified constituency of supporters,
might even be expanded and improved frqm year to
year. .

/

A.

o



